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1 . This Office action is in response to the application filed February 26, 2004. Claims 1-20 
are pending. 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-7, 10-17, and 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by or, in 
the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Han (6,726,106) . 

Regarding claim 1, the claimed display is shown as Figure 1, item 120; and the claimed 
keyboard with first and second groups of keys arranged in a plurality of rows with each row 
making an angle with respect to a midline is shown generally as item 130. It is not clear whether 
the angle is between 30-50 degrees from the midline. However, the angle shown appears to be 
within the claimed range. Thus, the reference appears to anticipate the claims. Alternatively, it 
would have been obvious to alter the angle of the keys to fit within the claimed range since the 
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actual position of the keys is would be based on the size of the device and the size of the hand of 
the user. Thus, a range of positions would be equally functional. 

Regarding claim 2, the angle of the rows of keys is substantially similar in Han. 

Regarding claim 3, it would have been obvious to vary the angle of the keys within the 
rows to create a more ergonomic device. It is conventional in ergonomic keyboard arrangements 
to vary to location of the keys to facilitate the actuation of the keys. 

Regarding claims 4-6, it would have been obvious to increase the angle between the rows 
to permit the maximum number of keys within the desired space and to obtain proper separation 
between the keys. It is well known that closely located keys often result in the actuation of a 
non-desired function. 

Regarding claim 7, within electronic devices it is conventional for the housing to have a 
degree of curvature so that the device would fit comfortably within the hand of the user. The 
rows of keys would follow such a contour for easy actuation. Thus, it would have been obvious 
for each row to follow the convex line of curvature in conformity with the shape of the case. 

Regarding claim 10, see figure 1, item 150. 

Regarding claim 11, keys come in a variety of shapes. The selection of a particular shape 
is considered an obvious design choice since many shapes, including diamonds, provide the 
same functionality. 

Regarding claim 12, this claim recites the same limitation as claim 1 with the exclusion 
of the display and thus, is rejected for the same reason. 

Regarding claims 13-17 and 19, these limitations have been addressed above. 
Regarding claim 20, see figure 1 . 
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5. Claims 8-9 and 18 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 



examiner should be directed to Albert K. Wong whose telephone number is 571-272-3057. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Michael Horabik can be reached on 571-272-3068. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Albert K. Wong 

March 3, 2006 //0jJL>^ 
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